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PER CURI AM

Emanuel Harris pled guilty to being a felon in possession of
a firearm in violation of 18 U S C 8§ 922(g)(1) (2000). The
district court sentenced himto fifty-two nonths i nprisonnment to be
followed by three years of supervised release and ordered himto
pay a $1500 fine and a $100 speci al assessnent. Harris appeals his
sentence. Hi s counsel has filed a brief in accordance with Anders

v. California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising one issue, but stating

that, in his view, there are no neritorious issues for appeal

Harris was informed of his right to file a pro se suppl enental

bri ef but has not done so. Finding no reversible error, we affirm
Harris’ counsel raises as a potential issue the district

court’s application of a two-1evel increase under U._S. Sentencing

Qui delines Manual 8§ 2K2.1(b)(1)(A) (2002), based upon the finding

that the offense involved five firearns. Counsel asserts that
Harris shoul d have been hel d accountable only for the two firearns
charged in the superseding indictnment and not the three additional
firearns seized fromhis home. W disagree. “Enhancenents under
Section 2K2.1(b) consistently reference the term ‘offense,’ not

nmerely *of fense of conviction. United States v. Bostic, 168 F. 3d

718, 724 (4th Gr. 1999). The district court properly determ ned
Harris’ offense | evel by including relevant conduct. See id.; USSG
§ 1B1.1, comment. (n.1(k)). W therefore find that the district

court did not clearly err in applying the enhancenent. Uni t ed



States v. Garnett, 243 F.3d 824, 828 (4th Cr. 2001) (stating

standard of review.

As required by Anders, we have exam ned the entire record and
find no nmeritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm
Harris’ conviction and sentence. This court requires that counsel
informhis client, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprene
Court of the United States for further review If the client
requests that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such
a petition would be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court
for leave to withdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust
state that a copy thereof was served on the client. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materi als before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.
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